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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Introduction 

This is an appeal under 35 U.S. C. § 134(a) from the Examiner's final 
rejection of claims 1-9 and 1 1 - 24. Claim 10 is canceled. App. Br. 11. We 
have jurisdiction under 35 U.S.C. § 6(b). 

We affirm. 

Invention 

The invention relates to capturing, storing, and distributing data 
suitable for use in electronic catalogs. Spec. 1, 11. 26 - 27. 

Exemplary Claim 

1 . A data structure of a database for use in capturing product 
data by inputting and storing the product data in the database, 
the data structure of the database being based on a data model 
having one or more classes, wherein each of the classes has one 
or more associated categories, the data structure being 
embodied in a computer readable medium and comprising: 

at least one class definition, each class definition being 
arranged to identify one or more associated categories of 
products; 

a plurality of category definitions, each category 
definition being arranged to identify an associated attribute 
group of a product category; 

a plurality of attribute group definitions, each attribute 
group definition being arranged to identify one or more 
attributes that are associated with the attribute group of a 
product category; and 

a plurality of possible value lists for facilitating input and 
storage of product data into the database, each possible value 
list having a plurality of predetermined, user selectable values 
that are selectable during input and storage of product data as a 
value for an attribute of a product that is being classified and 
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stored in the database so as to minimize potential error during 
inputting and storing of product data in accordance with the 
data model; 

wherein each attribute is associated with at least one of 
the plurality of possible value lists which has a plurality of 
predetermined, user selectable values that are selectable during 
input and storage of product data as a value for the associated 
attribute for the product being classified and stored in the 
database according to the data model. 

Rejections 

The Examiner rejects claims 1-5,8-9, 11-14, 18-21, and 24 
under 35 U.S. C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Povilus (US 5,740,425; 
Apr. 14, 1998) and Foster (US 2003/0130905 Al; July 10, 2003). Ans. 3-8. 

The Examiner rejects claims 6, 15, and 22 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Povilus, Foster, and Carroll (US 2003/009721 1 Al; 
May 22, 2003). Ans. 8-9. 

The Examiner rejects claims 7, 16, 17, and 23 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Povilus, Foster, and Beelitz 
(US 6,182,275 Bl; Jan. 30, 2001). Ans. 9- 10. 

ISSUES 

Did the Examiner err in finding that the prior art teaches or suggests 
all the limitations of the claimed invention? 

ANALYSIS 

Appellants' arguments have not persuaded us that the Examiner erred 
in rejecting claims 1 - 9 and 1 1 - 24. Appellants' arguments focus on 
whether the prior art teaches or suggests data in a data structure. See App. 
Br. 5-17. For Example, Appellants argue that Povilus and Foster do not 
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teach or suggest the recitation of claim 1 of "a plurality of possible value 
lists for facilitating input and storage of product data into the database, each 
possible value list having a plurality of predetermined, user selectable values 
that are selectable during input and storage of product data." See App. Br. 6 
-8. 

The claims do not recite a function of the data in the data structure. 
Thus, the claimed data in the data structure is merely non-functional 
descriptive material. Accordingly, the Examiner need not give patentable 
weight to descriptive material absent a new and unobvious functional 
relationship between the descriptive material and the substrate. See In re 
Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 1583 - 84 (Fed. Cir. 1994); In re Ngai, 367 F.3d 1336, 
1338 - 39 (Fed. Cir. 2004); see also Ex parte Curry, 2005-0509 (BPAI 

2005) , 84 USPQ2d 1272 (aff'd, Rule 36, Fed. Cir. slip op. 06-1003, June 

2006) . Thus, regardless of whether the claimed data differs from that taught 
by the prior art, such difference will not define the claim over the art. 
Accordingly, we are not persuaded of error in the Examiner's rejections of 
claims 1-9 and 11-14. 

DECISION 

The Examiner's decision to reject claims 1-9 and 11-14 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) is affirmed. 

No time period for taking any subsequent action in connection with 
this appeal may be extended under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a)(l)(iv). 

AFFIRMED 

dw 
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